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Abstract 
Student satisfaction has become an important concept in higher education because 
students are paying higher tuition fees and increasingly seeing themselves as customers and 
because satisfaction is commonly used as an indicator of quality by quality assurance 
agencies and the compilers of rankings and league tables. In business organisations, it has 
been established that employee commitment has a significant impact on employee 
performance and customer satisfaction. The purpose of this research is to examine the 
effects of lecturer commitment on student perceptions of teaching quality and student 
satisfaction. The sample comprised 24 lecturers and 456 students at one Chinese university. 
Data were obtained through self-administered paper-based questionnaires. A model linking 
lecturer commitment with students’ perceived teaching quality and student satisfaction was 
created and the hypotheses were tested using structural equation modelling. It was found 
that lecturer commitment to students’ academic achievement and lecturer commitment to 
the social integration of students are both positively related to student satisfaction. 
However, lecturer commitment to the social integration of students did not appear to 
influence students’ perceptions of teaching quality. The implications for higher education 
institutions are discussed. 
 
Keywords:  lecturer commitment; teaching quality; student relationships; student 
satisfaction; structural equation modelling  
 
Introduction 
In the mid 1990s, a government initiative known as ‘Project 911’ advocated the 
establishment of 100 new universities (Lang & Zha, 2004). In addition, legislation passed in 
2002 allowing private universities in China to earn an ‘appropriate profit’ encouraged the 
establishment of new private universities (Altbach, 2004). The expansion of higher 
education capacity in China saw the number of undergraduate students in China increase 
from 3.41 million in 1998 to 13.33 million in 2004 (Wan, 2006). The private institutions that 
have entered the sector now compete vigorously with the public universities for students. 
As a result of China’s one child policy, the number of high school graduates is currently 
decreasing each year. Nevertheless, the number of students enrolled in higher education in 
2009 was 21.45 million (Ministry of Education of the People’s Republic of China, 2010a) and 
in the same year the gross enrolment rate in higher education for 18-22 year olds was 24.2 
per cent, compared to 3.5 per cent in 1991 (Ministry of Education of the People’s Republic 
of China, 2010b). Higher education institutions are now considering much more carefully 
how they can achieve a competitive advantage to attract more students and this has led 
many institutions to take an increased interest in student satisfaction. 
 Dill and Soo (2005) suggest that students are the key stakeholders in higher education 
and their opinion is important in improving the quality of higher education and the 
Xiao, J. and Wilkins, S. (2015). The effects of lecturer commitment on student perceptions of teaching quality and student 
satisfaction in Chinese higher education. Journal of Higher Education Policy and Management, 37(1), 98-110. 
 
2 
 
reputation and images of universities. Tuition fees were introduced in Chinese higher 
education in 1998 (Marcucci & Johnstone, 2007). Since then, students choose a university 
and pay their tuition fees and this transaction is essentially the same model as any other 
product or service. Therefore, it is not unreasonable to regard students as customers as well 
as partners (Yorke, 1999). In fact, when students pay tuition fees, they typically consider 
themselves as customers and the way they are treated by universities – for example, 
encouraged to express their dissatisfaction if they have any concerns – promotes the 
dominant marketplace customer model (Svensson & Wood, 2007). However, the concept of 
student satisfaction is still widely debated among higher education practitioners and 
researchers because students must be partners in the learning process (Tam, 2001). 
Student satisfaction has become an important concept in higher education because it is a 
measure often used in rankings and league tables, and the higher ranked institutions benefit 
by attracting the top professors and students, higher levels of external funding, and from 
being able to charge the highest tuition fees (Wilkins & Huisman, 2012). Institutions can also 
benefit from student satisfaction in several other ways; for example, satisfied students are 
less likely to drop out (Tinto, 1993), more likely to achieve higher grades (Bean & Bradley, 
1986), and more likely to engage in positive word of mouth (Alves & Raposo, 2009). 
Since the mid-1990s, practitioners and researchers have increasingly considered the links 
between the quality and commitment of faculty, teaching quality and student satisfaction 
(Tsui & Cheng, 1999). Employee commitment has been found to have a positive relationship 
with employee performance (Chen, Tsui, & Farh, 2002) and customer satisfaction (Liao & 
Chuang, 2004). We argue that these relationships are particularly valid on university 
campuses, where lecturers play a key role in the learning process. Thus, the purpose of this 
research is to examine the effects of lecturer commitment on student perceptions of 
teaching quality and student satisfaction. 
 
Student satisfaction 
Students in universities are increasingly regarded as customers because in most countries 
they must now pay tuition fees to undertake higher education. Given the competitive 
environment in which most institutions find themselves, university managers have begun to 
place greater emphasis on satisfying the needs and expectations of students (Cheng & Tam, 
1997). In business, customer satisfaction is the main measure of an individual’s feeling of 
contentment after making a purchase of a good or service (Fornell, 1992). Elliot and Healy 
(2001) suggest that student satisfaction refers to a student’s evaluation of their experiences 
with education services provided by institutions in the short-term. Student satisfaction 
results when actual or perceived experiences meet or exceed the individual’s expectations.   
Numerous studies have been undertaken to measure student satisfaction in universities 
(Butt & Rehman, 2010). Student satisfaction is multi-dimensional and depends on the clarity 
of goals which a student desires to achieve at their university and in their education 
(Hartman & Schmidt, 1995) and it derives from continually repeated experiences in campus 
life (Elliott & Shin, 2010). Student satisfaction is influenced by various factors. Grossman 
(1999) found that trust is a significant factor that influences student satisfaction. Students 
might be more likely to trust those lecturers they perceive as committed to students’ well-
being and academic achievement. Trust can be built in higher education through meeting or 
exceeding students’ expectations, which might involve treating students in a polite and 
consistent manner, giving help and assessment feedback in a caring way, and dealing with 
problems and complaints quickly and effectively.  
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Although student satisfaction might be influenced by the experiences a student has with 
university staff, systems, procedures and support mechanisms, several researchers have 
concluded that classroom experiences and the perceived quality of education received are 
the key determinants of student satisfaction (e.g. Athiyaman, 1997; Elliott & Healy, 2001). 
Hill, Lomas, and MacGregor (2003) found that student satisfaction was influenced by the 
quality of lecturers and classroom delivery; the quality of feedback given to students in 
lessons and on assignments; and the interpersonal relationships between students and 
lecturers. Empirical research has indicated the importance of students’ perceptions of their 
learning in determining student satisfaction and teacher evaluations. For example, Patrick 
(2011) found that once the perceived amount of learning was accounted for, students’ 
academic achievement did not have a significant effect on teacher ratings. 
Given that the study conducted by Hill, Lomas, and MacGregor (2003) was based on 
students in the United Kingdom (UK), and, given the very different cultures and education 
systems in the UK and China, it cannot be assumed that Chinese students are influenced by 
the same things as UK students. However, given that the key outcome of education is the 
acquisition of knowledge and skills, perceived teaching quality and course experiences are 
likely to be important factors that determine student satisfaction in any country or culture. 
This research focuses on student satisfaction with lecturers and teaching, rather than overall 
satisfaction with a programme or institution. 
 
Teaching quality 
In all service organisations, service quality is important. Service quality may be considered to 
exist when a customer’s perception of a service and how it was performed exceeds his or 
her expectations; it represents an individual’s attitude gained from long-term evaluation 
(Parasuraman, Zeithaml, & Berry, 1988). Delivering service quality helps an organisation to 
retain customers (Zeithaml, Berry, & Parasuraman, 1993) and achieve repeat purchases 
(Schneider & Bowen, 1995). Research on quality in higher education has indicated that 
teaching quality is hard to define since quality may mean different things to different people 
(Harvey & Green, 1993). However, Sahney, Banwet, and Karunes (2004) explain education 
quality as the constructive alignment of education output to planned goals, specifications 
and requirements. The majority of service quality research in higher education has 
concentrated on the attitudes of students, and in many countries independent quality 
assurance bodies assess student experiences and perceptions (Christou, 2002). The 
theoretical framework proposed by Owlia and Aspinwall’s (1996) to assess education quality 
focuses on teaching, competence, attitude, content and academic resources. 
The new generation of students, who increasingly regard themselves as customers, have 
become more aware of how they are taught and how they learn, and they have become 
more selective and interactive in their education choices and how they participate in the 
education process (Petruzzellis, D’Uggento, & Romanazzi, 2006). Previous research has 
found that students perceive lecturers as effective when they are helpful, caring, 
understanding, enthusiastic and entertaining (Davison & Price, 2009; Delucchi, 2000). 
Teaching quality has received increased interest from all stakeholders, including parents, 
governments and the media. In the increasingly competitive higher education arena, 
universities and colleges have used teaching quality, educational outcomes and student 
satisfaction as indicators to achieve differentiation from competitors. 
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Lecturer commitment 
Mowday, Porter, and Steers (1982) identify the features of organisational commitment as 
the strong desire to remain a member of the organisation, the willingness to exert high 
levels of effort on behalf of the organisation, and an acceptance of the values and goals of 
the organisation. Therefore, employee commitment represents a workers’ psychological 
attachment to their workplace (Meyer & Allen, 1997). Mowday, Steers, and Porter (1979) 
argue that employee commitment exists when the goals of the organisation and the 
individual are the same. Employee commitment influences many behavioural outcomes, 
such as job satisfaction, job performance, absenteeism and turnover; it can be regarded as a 
motivating force, an attitude, or a set of behavioural intentions (Bateman & Strasser, 1984).  
Meyer and Allen (1997) propose a three-component model which consists of three 
distinctive forms: affective, continuance and normative commitment. Affective commitment 
is the emotional attachment to the organisation; continuance commitment refers to an 
employee’s perception that leaving the organisation would have a high opportunity cost; 
and normative commitment refers to the sense of obligation to the organisation and a 
desire to remain in the organisation. Although Meyer and Allen (1997) and Meyer, Stanley, 
Herscovitch, and Topolnytsky (2002) suggest that affective and normative commitment 
particularly influence how an employee carries out their work and performs their 
responsibilities, we argue that in an educational context the commitment of lecturers might 
be suitably assessed through measurement of their normative commitment to achieving 
students’ academic attainment and to maintaining positive student-student and teacher-
student relationships.  
Research has found that an individual’s personal characteristics do not usually play an 
essential role in determining employee commitment (Morris, Lydka, & O’Creevy, 1993).  
However, job characteristics, such as professional skills needed, employee involvement and 
stress experienced, have been found to influence employee motivation, performance and 
satisfaction (Hackman & Oldham, 1980). High job involvement, as experienced by lecturers 
in higher education, typically builds employee commitment (Parker & Jary, 1995). 
Employees are also influenced by levels of organisation support, style of leadership, human 
resource management practices, perceived external prestige (Chen, Tsui, & Farh, 2002). 
In an educational context, professional commitment and organisational commitment are 
two forms of lecturer commitment, usually recognised as commitment to professional 
teaching and commitment to the institution. Mowday, Steers, and Porter (1979) argue that 
teacher commitment can be measured according to the extent to which individuals 
recognise organisational goals and values, work to achieve the goals of the organisation, 
regard themselves as part of the organisation and desire to remain a member of the 
organisation. However, it is lecturer commitment in the forms of commitment to students, 
commitment to the profession and commitment to the organisation that determine 
teaching and learning outcomes. 
Many studies have examined lecturer and teacher commitment towards students, and 
the focus has tended to be on the employee’s commitment to organisational goals and 
specifically the achievement of high academic attainment, which promotes the institution’s 
reputation and attracts more high quality students and faculty (Hopkins & Stern, 1996). 
Lecturer commitment has been found to be related to lecturer job satisfaction (Darling-
Hammond, 1990).  
Previous research demonstrates that lecturer commitment is a critical predictor of 
lecturers’ work performance, absenteeism and turnover (Cheng, 1990), and Park, Henkin, 
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and Egley (2005) found that teacher commitment is the most effective method to improve 
organisational success. Although previous research has examined the link between teacher 
commitment and student achievement (e.g. Park, Henkin, & Egley, 2005), there has been 
little research on the link between teacher commitment and student satisfaction. However, 
Patrick (2011) found a link between lecturer conscientiousness and students’ evaluations of 
teaching, and Ahmad, Ather, and Hussain (2014) argue that affective commitment can act as 
a mediator in the relationship between conscientiousness and job performance. 
 
Conceptual framework  
Empirical research has concluded that student satisfaction, student loyalty, and positive 
word of mouth for a university are influenced by teaching quality, academic achievement 
and social integration activities (Brookes & Becket, 2007; Douglas, McClelland, & Davies, 
2008; Petruzzellis, D’Uggento, & Romanazzi, 2006). We hypothesise that teaching quality 
and student satisfaction are both dependent upon lecturer commitment. Previous research 
has suggested a link between lecturer commitment and student learning (Coladarci, 1992; 
Ware & Kitsantas, 2007). Clayson and Sheffet (2006) found that perceptions of teachers’ 
personalities were associated with student teaching evaluations. Patrick (2011) notes that 
committed lecturers are enthusiastic about their jobs, and lecturer enthusiasm has been 
found to be associated with student ratings. The committed lecturer typically puts more 
effort into lesson planning and resourcing, as well as classroom delivery, so students are 
likely to perceive that committed lecturers are delivering higher quality teaching.  
Nir (2002) suggests that lecturer commitment comprises both a commitment to students’ 
academic achievement and a commitment to achieving good social relations in the 
classroom, which involves integrating students in the class and achieving a purposeful 
learning atmosphere that satisfies the individual student’s needs. In the current higher 
education environment, many lecturers are required to design programme delivery in ways 
that ensure international and host country students work and learn together effectively 
(Rienties, Héliot, & Jindal-Snape, 2013). Our conceptual model recognises lecturer 
commitment to academic achievement and social integration, hence: 
 
Hypothesis 1: Lecturer commitment to academic achievement is positively related to 
students’ perceived teaching quality 
 
Hypothesis 2: Lecturer commitment to social integration is positively related to students’ 
perceived teaching quality 
 
Teaching is at the core of the service provided by higher education institutions, which 
explains why it dominates stakeholders’ perceptions of overall quality (Bigne, Moliner, & 
Sanchez, 2003; Schneider & Bowen, 1995). Students’ evaluations of teaching effectiveness 
and quality can be used to understand student satisfaction (Marsh & Roche, 1997). 
Lecturers must understand what students need and want in order to deliver the learning 
experience that will enable the students to achieve their goals and objectives through the 
effective acquisition of knowledge and skills (Chung & McLarney, 2000). Committed 
lecturers will be concerned with both academic achievement and social integration. For 
example, good social relationships are required for effective group work, which can lead to 
both superior academic achievement and student satisfaction. Sojkin, Bartkowiak, and Skuza 
(2012) found that social conditions, and therefore implicitly social relationships, were a key 
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determinant of student satisfaction. Students who achieve their goals and objectives, and 
who perceive they received quality teaching, are likely to be more satisfied with their 
lecturer and overall educational experience. Thus: 
 
Hypothesis 3: Lecturer commitment to academic achievement is positively related to student 
satisfaction. 
 
Hypothesis 4: Lecturer commitment to social integration is positively related to student 
satisfaction. 
 
Hypothesis 5: Students’ perceived teaching quality is positively related to student 
satisfaction. 
 
The conceptual model presented in Figure 1 summarises the relationships investigated in 
this study. 
 
 
 
Figure 1.   Proposed conceptual model. 
 
 
Method 
The study involved two questionnaires, one completed by lecturers and the other by 
students, at a university in China. The sample comprised 24 lecturers and 456 students. The 
self-administered paper-based questionnaires were distributed via a manager of the 
university and a senior official of the students’ union. All respondents were invited 
volunteers but the usable response rate for the student questionnaire was over 95 per cent 
given that the questionnaire was handed out and collected during normal lessons and 
students felt obliged to complete it. Given that the questionnaire completed by the 
lecturers involved them declaring their perceptions of their own commitment, the manager 
selected a range of lecturers that she believed had a range of commitment levels and who 
she believed would complete the questionnaire honestly given the assurance of anonymity. 
Of the students, 63.6 per cent were female and 36.4 per cent were male. Approximately one 
quarter came from each of the four years of the degree programme. The students were 
taking a range of subjects that included English and American literature, Computer Science, 
History, Mathematics and Psychology. Each subject provided between 14.3 per cent and 
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19.0 per cent of the total sample. The 24 lecturers taught the modules delivered to the 
student respondents.  
Both questionnaires consisted largely of questions answered with 7-point Likert scales, 
where 1=strongly disagree and 7=strongly agree. The questions were presented in the 
Chinese language. The measures for lecturer commitment were based on the scale 
developed by Nir (2002). Exploratory factor analysis, using principal components with 
varimax rotation, was conducted to examine the factor structure. Two factors emerged, one 
corresponding to commitment to academic achievement and the other to commitment to 
social integration. Two items were removed from Nir’s eight item scale as they both 
achieved factor loadings lower than 0.45. 
Thus, Nir’s scale was divided so that three items were used to measure commitment to 
academic achievement and three items were used to measure commitment to social 
integration. Examples of items for commitment to academic achievement include ‘All 
students can succeed and it is my mission to ensure their success’ and ‘I can’t face my 
students if I don’t put all my efforts into increasing their knowledge and skills’, while 
examples of items for commitment to social integration are ‘It is my responsibility to ensure 
good social relations among my students’ and ‘I believe that being an educator makes me 
responsible for my students’ integration in the classroom’. These two scales had Cronbach’s 
alpha values of .89 and .87, indicating good internal consistency. 
The measures for teaching quality were taken from Lizzio, Wilson, and Simons (2002). 
The five item scale produced a Cronbach’s alpha value of .84. Examples of items include ‘My 
lecturer provided clear and useful explanations of ideas’ and ‘My lecturer showed an 
interest in students’ opinions and attempted to understand the difficulties students were 
having’. The five item scale for student satisfaction was based on Paechter, Maier, and 
Macher (2010). The Cronbach’s alpha value of .79 indicated satisfactory internal 
consistency. Examples of items include ‘My lecturer supported and counselled me with 
regard to my learning progress’ and ‘My lecturer has a good rapport with students and 
helped students to develop self-confidence’. 
To ensure validity and reliability, the draft questionnaires were subjected to a pretest 
that involved 5 lecturers and 10 students. Other than some minor rephrasing of questions 
on both questionnaires, to make items clearer and more understandable, the pretest did 
not reveal any other issues that needed addressing and all items seemed to work well. To 
establish convergent and discriminant validity of the scales, we ran confirmatory factor 
analysis. All item loadings were on their respective scale and statistically significant. All 
variables yielded acceptable values for average variance extracted (> .50) and construct 
reliability (> .70). The results of the measurement model indicates that the data fit the 
model reasonably well (χ2(94) = 206.682, p < .001; χ
2/df = 2.229; NFI = .910; CFI = .948; 
RMSEA = .055). 
 
Results 
To test the hypotheses, a structural model was created and tested using AMOS (Version 
20.0). Commitment to academic achievement and commitment to social integration were 
the two exogenous variables, while perceived teaching quality and student satisfaction were 
the two endogenous variables. The model estimates indicate that the data fits the model 
reasonably well (χ2(92) = 198.820, p < .001; χ
2/df = 2.161; NFI = .913; CFI = .951; RMSEA = 
.054). All the individual paths were significant at the .001 level, except the path linking 
lecturer commitment to social integration with students’ perceived teaching quality. It 
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should be remembered that that the results for which the hypotheses were supported 
indicate association between variables and not necessarily causal relationships (Tyler, Hilton 
III, Plummer, & Barret, 2014). Table 1 presents the test results, showing the unstandardized 
coefficients, standard errors and critical ratios for the estimated paths.  
 
Table 1.   Summary of results for hypothesis testing. 
 
 Path B SE C.R. Hypothesis 
supported? 
H1 Academic achievement 
→ Teaching quality 
1.088 .075 14.588*** Yes 
H2 Social integration 
→ Teaching quality 
-.136 .057 -2.388 No 
H3 Academic achievement 
→ Student satisfaction 
.672 .147 4.585*** Yes 
H4 Social integration 
→ Student satisfaction 
.936 .102 9.161*** Yes 
H5 Teaching quality 
→ Student satisfaction 
.501 .109 4.612*** Yes 
*** p < .001 
 
Discussion 
The purpose of this study was to test whether lecturer commitment is positively related to 
students’ perceptions of teaching quality and student satisfaction. It was found that both 
lecturer commitment to students’ academic achievement and lecturer commitment to the 
social integration of students are positively related to student satisfaction. Given that 
previous research has found teaching quality to be a key determinant of student satisfaction 
(e.g. Athiyaman, 1997; Elliott & Healy, 2001; Hill, Lomas, & MacGregor, 2003), it was not 
surprising that teaching quality was positively related to both lecturer commitment to 
academic achievement and student satisfaction. However, the path between lecturer 
commitment to the social integration and students’ perceptions of teaching quality was not 
significant. This implies that students might have been satisfied with the lecturer’s style of 
delivery, for example, involving students in their learning through group work and team 
‘games’, even though such classroom methods were not perceived as representing high 
quality teaching.  
Successful learning typically requires effective performance from both students and 
lecturers. Lecturers who are committed to the academic achievement of their students will 
spend more time and exert more effort into planning lessons, developing and acquiring 
learning resources, and thinking about how to convey information and monitor student 
progress. The committed lecturer is more likely, therefore, to demonstrate superior work 
performance and achieve higher student attainment. The lecturer who is committed to 
social integration is interested in satisfying individual learning needs and to identifying and 
dismantling the barriers to an individual’s learning. Students will sense if a lecturer is 
interested in their academic performance and welfare, and if a lecturer does not seem 
motivated, it is far more likely that students will also not be motivated or committed to their 
studies.  
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Lecturer commitment is important because it reflects an individual’s interpretation of 
their job role as absorbing and meaningful. Lecturer commitment does not only have an 
impact on individual students; it is vital in achieving wider organisational quality, which can 
influence ratings and rankings compiled by quality assurance agencies and the media, as 
well as the perceptions of other external stakeholders, such as employers, parents and 
funding bodies (Kushman, 1992). Commitment to student learning includes lecturers’ 
dedication to helping students learn regardless of their academic difficulties or social 
background. In the current environment in which students increasingly see themselves as 
customers, it is vital that they perceive they are receiving value for money and that they are 
guided and supported to achieve their academic potential. 
The findings of this research suggest that high quality teaching is needed to achieve both 
high levels of student attainment and student satisfaction. Institutions must provide a work 
environment that encourages and supports high quality teaching. Given that lecturer 
salaries in China are not high compared to other professional work groups, managers must 
consider what motivates lecturers and how lecturers can be better incentivised and 
rewarded. Lecturers will show higher levels of commitment if they are given the right 
working conditions and if they are offered suitable rewards for superior performance. 
 
Conclusion 
Studying employee commitment is never easy; many individuals will not want to admit that 
they are not committed to their job and its task requirements. Although the lecturers in this 
study gave virtually no ‘1’s in their questionnaire responses and only a few ‘2’s 
(corresponding with ‘strongly disagree’ and ‘mostly disagree’), there were enough ‘2’s and 
‘3’s in the sample to differentiate the commitment of lecturers. The lecturer responses 
suggest that the respondents answered the questions with a high degree of honesty. As well 
as highlighting the link between lecturer commitment and student satisfaction, this study 
reveals that there is a proportion of lecturers who may not be sufficiently committed to 
their job. As higher education is a people-based industry that relies on an individual 
employee’s  motivation and performance to achieve positive student and organisational 
outcomes, managers need to be aware of and monitor the commitment of individuals to 
maximise overall organisational performance. 
This research is not without limitations. It relied on a relatively small sample in a single 
Chinese university. The results are not therefore generalisable across higher education 
institutions globally, let alone across China. Furthermore, the data is based on the self-
reported perceptions of lecturers and students, which might not be accurate or reflect 
reality. The research identified and modelled two components of lecturer commitment, but 
there might be additional components that could be investigated and modelled, for example 
commitment to a subject discipline or to student employability and progression. Also, 
student satisfaction was modelled in this research as being determined by factors under the 
direct control or influence of lecturers, but in reality there are many things outside the 
lecturer’s control – such as class size and the availability of learning resources – which might 
impact upon both lecturers’ commitment and students’ perceptions of teaching quality. 
Despite the limitations, this research provides findings which support the proposition 
that student satisfaction with lecturers and teaching is influenced by lecturer commitment. 
Another interesting finding is that while lecturer commitment to social integration appears 
to not impact upon student’s perceptions of teaching quality, it does significantly influence 
student satisfaction. One explanation for this finding is that many students do not like group 
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work or team exercises as a learning method and hence these students may not associate 
these activities with high quality teaching even though they do help achieve social 
integration. However, many students do prefer student-centred activities such as group 
work over traditional lectures and this might explain the satisfaction among students 
resulting from teaching methods intended by lecturers to achieve social integration. 
Previous research has found that teacher commitment can be influenced by the teacher’s 
personal characteristics, such as gender and highest qualification held (Park, 2005), as well 
as student characteristics such as students’ academic levels (Dannetta, 2002) and socio-
economic status (Rosenholtz & Simpson, 1990). It should be noted that most of the existing 
research on teacher commitment has been undertaken in schools rather universities and it 
cannot be assumed that findings will be the same in higher education as secondary 
education. Future research could explore whether lecturer commitment varies according to 
things such as seniority, length of service and subject discipline.  
A study by Felton, Mitchell, and Stinson (2004) found that students’ ratings of lecturer 
quality were strongly correlated with ratings given for course easiness and lecturer’s 
attractiveness. However, Tyler, Hilton III, Plummer, and Barret (2014) argue that while 
general correlation might exist between students’ academic attainment and student 
evaluations of teaching, such correlation does not necessarily hold true for individual 
lecturers and courses. Other studies have found that student perceptions can easily be 
biased, for example against less experienced lecturers (Fries & McNinch, 2003), older 
lecturers (Arbuckle & Williams, 2003), and homosexual lecturers (Ewing, Stukas, & Sheehan, 
2003). 
Future research could compare the role of lecturer commitment in relation to all the 
other potential influences on students’ perceptions of teaching quality and student 
satisfaction, for example, by including lecturer commitment as one variable among others in 
regression analysis. Researchers could investigate whether student satisfaction with 
lecturers and teaching quality is influenced by the student’s gender, the lecturer’s gender, 
the lecturer’s age and seniority, the lecturer’s personality, subject discipline, level of study 
(i.e. undergraduate or graduate), and the student’s academic attainment. It would be 
interesting and useful for institutions to also explore the wider benefits of lecturer 
commitment to the organisation and the strategies that might be used by educational 
managers to increase and maintain lecturer commitment. 
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